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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Status 

1)E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 October 2006 . 
2a)KI This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) E3 Claim(s) 69-82 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 69-82 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/6/06 have been fully considered but they are not • 
persuasive. 

Page 9, fourth paragraph, lines 8-9: 

The applicant argues that Abecassis does not teach a rating that has a relation 
with the significance of a particular scene to an overall content represented by the main 
movie data. Abecassis discloses a system in which individual scenes contain ratings, 
instead of the entire film as is the industry standard. The fact that one scene that is 
rated 'R' would cause a film to be rated 'R' is interpreted as that scene's rating having 
significance to the overall content represented by the main movie and therefore the 
rejection stands. 

Page 10, second paragraph, lines 7-14: 

The applicant argues that Goldberg does not teach generating semantic 
evaluation meta-data based on an evaluation of the shots of the main video. Goldberg 
discloses a system that creates a file containing meta-data for each video sequence. 
The examiner interprets this system as meeting the limitation and therefore the 
rejections stands. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 69-72, 74, 75, 77, 78, 80, and 81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Goldberg in view of Abecassis. 

Referring to claim 69, Goldberg discloses a method for transmitting video data 
comprising: generating preview meta-data based on a main video data, by selecting in a 
predetermined sequence a plurality of shots, each shot being a basin unit of the main 
video data (column 10, lines 36-42); generating a semantic evaluation meta-data based 
on an evaluation of the shots of the main video data (column 9, lines 52-56; figure 3); 
and transmitting the preview meta-data, the semantic evaluation meta-data, and the 
main video data (column 9, lines 52-56; column 15, lines 6-8), wherein the preview 
meta-data further comprises commentary data, still picture data (column 10, lines 36-42; 
figure 4), and/or voice data introducing the main video data and each chapter of the 
main video data (column 10, lines 36-42). 

Goldberg does not disclose a method wherein said semantic evaluation meta- 
data indicating significance of the shots of the main video data to an overall content 
represented by the main video data. 

Abecassis discloses, in an analogous art, a method wherein said semantic 
evaluation meta-data indicating significance of the shots of the main video data to an 
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overall content represented by the main video data (figure 3, parts 501, 502, 503, and 
521; column 9, lines 8-10; Note: rating a particular scene is interpreted as indicating the 
significance of the scene). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the scene content ratings taught by Abecassis to the method disclosed by 
Goldberg. The motivation would have been to enable the viewer to easily identify 
specific scenes that contain inappropriate material (column 9, lines 13-16). 

Claim 70 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 69. 

Referring to claim 71, Goldberg discloses a method for receiving video data 
comprising: receiving main video data; receiving preview meta-data representing a 
predetermined sequence of shots, each shot being a basic unit of the main video data 
(column 9, lines 52-56; column 10, lines 36-42; column 15, lines 6-8); receiving 
semantic evaluation meta-data representing an evaluation of the shots of the main 
video data (column 9, lines 52-56; figure 3); wherein the preview meta-data further 
comprises commentary data, still picture data (column 10, lines 36-42; figure 4), and/or 
voice data introducing the main video data and each chapter of the main video data 
(column 10, lines 36-42). 

Goldberg does not disclose a method wherein said semantic evaluation meta- 
data indicating significance of the shots of the main video data to an overall content 
represented by the main video data; and manipulating the main video data based on the 
preview meta-data and the semantic evaluation meta-data. 
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Abecassis discloses, in an analogous art, a method wherein said semantic 
evaluation meta-data indicating significance of the shots of the main video data to an 
overall content represented by the main video data (figure 3, parts 501, 502, 503, and 
521); and manipulating the main video data based on the preview meta-data and the 
semantic evaluation meta-data (column 9, lines 13-16). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the editing from Abecassis to the system disclosed by Goldberg. The 
motivation would have been to enable the system to edit out certain parts of the video 
that may be offensive to the user (Abecassis: column 7, lines 1-2). 

Claim 74 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 71. 

Claim 77 is rejected on the same grounds as claims 69 and 71. 

Claim 80 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 77. 

Referring to claim 72, Goldberg does not disclose a method wherein 
manipulating the main video data comprises extracting a predetermined part from the 
main video data identified by the preview meta-data and the semantic evaluation meta- 
data. 

Abecassis discloses, in an analogous art, a method wherein manipulating the 
main video data comprises extracting a predetermined part from the main video data 
identified by the preview meta-data and the semantic evaluation meta-data (column 9, 
lines 13-16). 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the editing from Abecassis to the system disclosed by Goldberg and 
Ueno. The motivation would have been to enable the system to edit out certain parts of 
the video that may be offensive to the user (Abecassis: column 7, lines 1-2). 

Claims 75 and 78 are rejected on the same grounds as claim 72. 

Claim 81 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 78. 

Claims 73, 76, 79, and 82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Goldberg in view of Abecassis as applied to the claims above, and 
further in view of Hjelsvold. 

Referring to claim 73, Goldberg and Abecassis do not disclose a method for 
receiving billing meta-data indicating how billing is to be performed; and billing a viewer 
at a receiving end based on the received billing meta-data. 

Hjelsvold discloses a method for receiving billing meta-data indicating how billing 
is to be performed (column 5, lines 28-29 and 45-51); and billing a viewer at a receiving 
end based on the received billing meta-data (column 6, lines 9-13). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to add the billing method taught by Hjelsvold to the system disclosed by 
Goldberg and Abecassis. The motivation would have been to enable different lengths 
of videos to have different prices (Hjelsvold: column 5, lines 28-29), which would make 
the system more convenient for the user. 

Claims 76 and 79 are rejected on the same grounds as claim 73. 
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Claim 82 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 79. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin E. Shepard whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5967. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on (571) 272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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